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offered by the gentleman from North
Carolina (Mr. COBLE) that the House
suspend the rules and pass the bill,
H.R. 2294, as amended.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the bill,
as amended, was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Speaker, the House of
Representatives just passed under suspension
of the rules HR 2294, the Federal Courts Im-
provement Act of 1998. I was unavoidably de-
tained from floor proceedings. However, had I
been present I would have requested a re-
corded vote and voted against the bill.

I strongly opposed the measure based upon
one section of the bill: Section 202. This sec-
tion would grant magistrate judges contempt
authority. I am adamantly opposed to granting
such power to these judges on constitutional
grounds. I am not alone in this. In fact, the
Justice Department in its comments printed in
the committee report argues that giving such
power to non Article III judges raises constitu-
tional concerns. Magistrates do not go through
the normal nomination process. As the Su-
preme Court stated in a recent opinion, the
power to hold persons in criminal contempt is
not only awesome, but is also an inherent
power of Article III judges. Magistrate judges
are not Article III judges.

The Legislative Branch has much to lose if
it continues to grant increased powers to
those who are unelected. In my congressional
district, a Federal magistrate has taken control
of a local school district. To put it simply, he
single handedly ordered the school board to
raise taxes. Out of fear of contempt orders
from the magistrate, school board members
who were opposed to the tax increase
switched their votes to support the tax in-
crease. From the very fact that HR 2294 at-
tempts to grant this power, it is clear that Fed-
eral magistrates do not currently have that
power. However, it is also clear that there
were no attempts made by the court to clear
up the misunderstanding about that power and
in fact promoted the false concept. Imagine
what type of abuse of power we would see IF
we actually grant such authority.

I am sure that there are other commendable
provisions in HR 2294. However, it is my sin-
cere hope that Section 202 as passed by
voice vote today in the House of Representa-
tives is stripped out of the final version of this
legislation.
f

CIVIL RIGHTS COMMISSION ACT
OF 1998

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, I move to suspend the rules and
pass the bill (H.R. 3117) to reauthorize
the United States Commission on Civil
Rights, and for other purposes, as
amended.

The Clerk read as follows:
H.R. 3117

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Civil Rights
Commission Act of 1998’’.
SEC. 2. EXTENSION AND AUTHORIZATION OF AP-

PROPRIATIONS.
(a) EXTENSION.—Section 6 of the Civil Rights

Commission Act of 1983 (42 U.S.C. 1975d) is

amended by striking ‘‘1996’’ and inserting
‘‘2001’’.

(b) AUTHORIZATION.—The first sentence of
section 5 of the Civil Rights Commission Act of
1983 (42 U.S.C. 1975c) is amended to read ‘‘There
are authorized to be appropriated such sums as
may be necessary to carry out this Act for fiscal
years through fiscal year 2001.’’.
SEC. 3. STAFF DIRECTOR.

Section 4(a)(1) of the Civil Rights Commission
Act of 1983 (42 U.S.C. 1975b(a)(1)) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘There shall’’ and inserting the
following:

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—There shall’’;
(2) by striking ‘‘(A)’’ and inserting the follow-

ing:
‘‘(i)’’;
(3) by striking ‘‘(B)’’ and inserting the follow-

ing:
‘‘(ii)’’; and
(4) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(B) TERM OF OFFICE.—The term of office of

the Staff Director shall be 4 years.
‘‘(C) REVIEW AND RETENTION.—The Commis-

sion shall annually review the performance of
the staff director.’’.
SEC. 4. APPLICATION OF FREEDOM OF INFORMA-

TION, PRIVACY, SUNSHINE, AND AD-
VISORY COMMITTEE ACTS.

Section 4 of the Civil Rights Commission Act
of 1983 (42 U.S.C. 1975b) is amended by adding
at the end the following:

‘‘(f) APPLICATION OF CERTAIN PROVISIONS OF
LAW.—The Commission shall be considered to be
an agency, as defined in section 551(1) of title 5,
United States Code, for the purposes of sections
552, 552a, and 552b of title 5, United States Code,
and for the purposes of the Federal Advisory
Committee Act.’’.
SEC. 5. REQUIREMENT FOR INDEPENDENT AUDIT.

Section 4 of the Civil Rights Commission Act
of 1983 (42 U.S.C. 1975b) is further amended by
adding at the end the following:

‘‘(g) INDEPENDENT AUDIT.—Beginning with
the fiscal year ending September 30, 1998, and
each year thereafter, the Commission shall pre-
pare an annual financial statement in accord-
ance with section 3515 of title 31, United States
Code, and shall have the statement audited by
an independent external auditor in accordance
with section 3521 of such title.’’.
SEC. 6. TERMS OF MEMBERS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 2(c) of the Civil
Rights Commission Act of 1983 (42 U.S.C.
1975(c)) is amended by striking ‘‘6 years’’ and
inserting ‘‘5 years’’.

(b) APPLICABILITY.—The amendment made by
this section shall apply only with respect to
terms of office commencing after the date of the
enactment of this Act.
SEC. 7. REPORTS.

Section 3(c)(1) of the Civil Rights Commission
Act of 1983 (42 U.S.C. 1975a(c)(1)) is amended by
striking ‘‘at least one report annually’’ and in-
serting ‘‘a report on or before September 30 of
each year’’.
SEC. 8. SPECIFIC DIRECTIONS TO THE COMMIS-

SION.
(a) IMPLEMENTATION OF GAO RECOMMENDA-

TIONS.—The Commission shall, not later than
June 30, 1998, implement the United States Gen-
eral Accounting Office recommendations regard-
ing revision of the Commission’s Administrative
Instructions and structural regulations to reflect
the current agency structure, and establish a
management information system to enhance the
oversight and project efficiency of the Commis-
sion.

(b) ADA ENFORCEMENT REPORT.—Not later
than September 30, 1998, the Commission shall
complete and submit a report regarding the en-
forcement of the Americans with Disabilities Act
of 1990.

(c) RELIGIOUS FREEDOM IN PUBLIC SCHOOLS.—
(1) REPORT REQUIRED.—Not later than Sep-

tember 30, 1998, the Commission shall prepare,
and submit under section 3 of the Civil Rights

Commission Act of 1983, a report evaluating the
policies and practices of public schools to deter-
mine whether laws are being effectively enforced
to prevent discrimination or the denial of equal
protection of the law based on religion, and
whether such laws need to be changed in order
to protect more fully the constitutional and civil
rights of students and of teachers and other
school employees.

(2) REVIEW OF ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITIES.—
Such report shall include a review of the en-
forcement activities of Federal agencies, includ-
ing the Departments of Justice and Education,
to determine if those agencies are properly pro-
tecting the religious freedom in schools.

(3) DESCRIPTION OF RIGHTS.—Such report shall
also include a description of—

(A) the rights of students and others under
the Federal Equal Access Act (20 U.S.C. 4071 et
seq.), constitutional provisions regarding equal
access, and other similar laws; and

(B) the rights of students and teachers and
other school employees to be free from discrimi-
nation in matters of religious expression and the
accommodation of the free exercise of religion;
and

(C) issues relating to religious non-discrimina-
tion in curriculum construction.

(d) CRISIS OF YOUNG AFRICAN-AMERICAN
MALES REPORT.—Not later than September 30,
1999, the Commission shall submit a report on
the crisis of young African-American males.

(e) FAIR EMPLOYMENT LAW ENFORCEMENT RE-
PORT.—Not later than September 30, 1999, the
Commission shall submit a report on fair em-
ployment law enforcement.

(f) REGULATORY OBSTACLES CONFRONTING MI-
NORITY ENTREPRENEURS.—Not later than Sep-
tember 30, 1999, the Commission shall develop
and carry out a study on the civil rights impli-
cations of regulatory obstacles confronting mi-
nority entrepreneurs, and report the results of
such study under section 3 of the Civil Rights
Commission Act of 1983.
SEC. 9. ADVISORY COMMITTEES.

Section 3(d) of the Civil Rights Commission
Act of 1983 (42 U.S.C. 1975a(d)) is amended by
adding at the end the following: ‘‘The purpose
of each such advisory committee shall be to con-
duct fact finding activities and develop findings
or recommendations for the Commission. Any re-
port by such an advisory committee to the Com-
mission shall be fairly balanced as to the view-
points represented.’’.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. CANADY) and the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. SCOTT) each
will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. CANADY).

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent that all
Members may have 5 legislative days
within which to revise and extend their
remarks on the bill under consider-
ation.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Florida?

There was no objection.
Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Speak-

er, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 3117, the Civil
Rights Commission Act of 1998, reau-
thorizes the U.S. Commission on Civil
Rights through fiscal year 2001, and in-
stitutes reforms to help ensure that
the commission will be more effective
in pursuing its important mission.

The Committee on the Judiciary con-
sidered this legislation on March 3 of
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this year, adopted 1 amendment by
voice vote, and reported the bill favor-
ably to the full House by voice vote.

The Civil Rights Commission is an
independent, bipartisan commission
originally established by the Civil
Rights Act of 1957. The Commission’s
statutory authorization expired on
September 30 of 1996. I am pleased that
we have developed bipartisan legisla-
tion making the Civil Rights Commis-
sion more effective in carrying out its
important mission. It is fitting that a
reauthorization bill is bipartisan, since
one of the strengths of the commission
is its bipartisan nature.

The bill contains a number of provi-
sions designed to strengthen and im-
prove the performance of the commis-
sion. The current statute is silent as to
the specific term of office for and ac-
countability of the Commission’s Staff
Director. Since the Staff Director ap-
parently wields considerable power
within the Commission, it is important
that the Staff Director be accountable
to the appointed members of the Com-
mission. Accordingly, section 3 of the
bill provides for a 4-year term of office
for the Staff Director, and requires
that the Commission annually review
the performance of the Staff Director.

Section 4 of our bill applies the Free-
dom of Information Act, the Privacy
Act, the Sunshine Act, and the Federal
Advisory Committee Act to the Com-
mission’s operations. These laws are
designed to ensure that government
conducts its operations in the spirit of
openness, respect for the civil rights of
individuals, and equal access. The Civil
Rights Commission should comply with
all of these important laws.

In a June, 1997, report the U.S. Gen-
eral Accounting Office found that the
Commission’s management controls
over its operations are weak and do not
ensure that the Commission is able to
meet its statutory responsibilities, its
spending data is not maintained by of-
ficer function, and furthermore, that
its operations have not been audited by
an outside accounting firm.

Every governmental entity should
periodically review its fiscal oper-
ations, and the Commission is cer-
tainly no exception. Accordingly, sec-
tion 5 of our bill requires that the Com-
mission prepare an annual financial
statement for audit by an independent
external auditor.

Section 6 changes the term of mem-
bership for future commissioners from
its current 6 years to 5 years. Under
this section, existing commissioners’
terms are unaffected, and there is no
limit to the number of times a commis-
sioner can be reappointed. Reduced
term length could help to energize the
Commission, bring in new perspectives,
and make the Commission more effec-
tive and responsive.

Section 8 requires the Commission to
implement the General Accounting Of-
fice recommendations calling for revi-
sion of the Commission’s structural
regulations to reflect the current agen-
cy structure, and for the establishment

of a management information system
to enhance the efficiency of the Com-
mission. GAO identified these reforms
as necessary for the continued viability
of the Commission, which the GAO had
termed an agency in disarray.

Current law provides that Congress
may require the Commission to submit
reports as Congress shall deem appro-
priate. Throughout the Commission’s
history, Congress has identified spe-
cific projects for the Commission to
complete. In line with this practice,
section 8 of our bill requires the Com-
mission to complete its report regard-
ing the enforcement of the Americans
with Disabilities Act, its report regard-
ing religious freedom in the schools, its
report on the crisis of young African
American males, its report on fair em-
ployment law enforcement, and its
work on the civil rights implication of
regulatory obstruction confronting mi-
nority entrepreneurs.

These are all projects the Commis-
sion itself has independently chosen to
conduct, so this provision merely en-
sures timely completion of the work
which the Commission has initiated on
these projects.

Section 9 sets forth the purpose of
the Commission’s State advisory com-
mittees, which is to conduct fact-find-
ing activities and develop findings or
recommendations by the Commission,
and provides that any report by such
advisory committee to the Commission
shall be fairly balanced as to the view-
points represented.

Again, we believe that the bipartisan
nature of the Commission is its
strength, and it is important that this
viewpoint balance be reflected at all
levels of the Commission’s work.

Finally, I want to thank the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. SCOTT), the
ranking member of the Subcommittee
on the Constitution, for his leadership
and work in developing this legislation.
I think it is important that we move
forward with the reauthorization of the
Civil Rights Commission with nec-
essary reforms which are contained in
the legislation. I think this will be
good for the Commission and good for
advancing the agenda of civil rights in
this country.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

b 1100

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

I rise in favor of H.R. 3117, the Civil
Rights Commission Act of 1998. The
United States Commission on Civil
Rights was established in 1959 to pro-
vide the country with advice and coun-
sel on how to best address our still
complex and persevering problems in
civil rights.

Although the Commission was ini-
tially intended to last only 2 years, be-
cause of its importance and good work,
it still serves as a valuable tool in our
war against bigotry. In recent years
the Commission has held hearings and
released reports on issues such as

church burnings, employment discrimi-
nation, police brutality and hate
crimes. In addition, the Commission
has made plans to study disability dis-
crimination and the religious freedom
in schools.

The Commission’s work on Title VI
of the Civil Rights Act is particularly
timely. Title VI prohibits discrimina-
tion on the basis of race and national
origin in federally-assisted programs.
After extensive study of Justice De-
partment’s Title VI enforcement ef-
forts, the Commission concluded that
the Justice Department’s enforcement
efforts were inadequate.

As a result of this report, the Justice
Department has improved its Title VI
enforcement program, and other Fed-
eral and State agencies have made sig-
nificant improvements as well. The De-
partment of Agriculture has relied
heavily on this report in its response to
the problem of discrimination against
black farmers. No other agency pro-
vides this crucial information. Without
civil rights, without the Civil Rights
Commission, one would wonder how
thoroughly such concerns and under-
enforcement and noncompliance would
be addressed.

Mr. Speaker, last year, as the chair-
man of the subcommittee has indi-
cated, the General Accounting Office
released a report on the Civil Rights
Commission. The report pointed out a
number of management and organiza-
tional problems and made rec-
ommendations on how the Commission
could best address these concerns.

The Commission has actively moved
to initiate all of the GAO’s rec-
ommendations. Its management infor-
mation system will soon be oper-
ational. This will allow greater ac-
countability in program management.
In addition, the Commission is in the
process of implementing other GAO
recommendations which provide, which
will provide greater public access to
the information and processes of the
Commission and will better ensure
staff compliance with Commission
rules and regulations.

The Commission has graciously re-
sponded to the GAO’s recommenda-
tions, and therefore we will enjoy an
even stronger Commission.

Mr. Speaker, the Commission has
some tough work ahead of it. I look
forward to the Commission continuing
its unyielding fight against discrimina-
tion that still divides this country. In
addition, I look forward to the
Congress’s full and continued support
of the Civil Rights Commission.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, I would like to
thank the chairman of the subcommit-
tee, the gentleman from Florida, for
his efforts and work in a bipartisan na-
ture to make sure that the Commission
was not politicized. We have worked to-
gether in this reauthorization effort. I
would like to thank him again for
working in a bipartisan effort.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the
gentlewoman from Texas (Ms. JACK-
SON-LEE).
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Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.

Speaker, to both the chairman and
ranking member, I, too, want to add
my appreciation for the cooperative bi-
partisan effort of reauthorizing the
Civil Rights Commission Act and as
well continuing the funding until 2001.
Dr. Berry and the Commissioners who
presently serve and have served in the
past have had awesome responsibility.
I appreciate their leadership on the
question of civil rights.

Many times in an acrimonious debate
the question arises, why do we need an
United States Civil Rights Commis-
sion? I am delighted that this Commit-
tee on the Judiciary through the Sub-
committee on the Constitution has
seen fit to continue the work of this
body that, for those who may not be
aware, covers issues involving charges
of citizens being deprived of voting
rights because of color, religion, sex,
age, disability or national origin.

This Commission also collects and
studies information concerning legal
developments on voting rights, mon-
itors the enforcement of Federal laws
and policies from a civil rights perspec-
tive, and serves as a national clearing-
house for information. I believe that it
is extremely important as our country
becomes increasingly diverse that
there is a commission that overseas
and protects these very important
rights.

I also think, as the GAO agency re-
port, that there are and is room for im-
provement. I do not believe that the re-
port focused on the lack of intent or
the commitment of the Civil Rights
Commission, but certainly I believe
that the process of including and estab-
lishing a computerized management in-
formation system and updating inter-
nal management communication pro-
cedures is a good procedure.

I also think that it is very helpful,
and I thank the committee for direct-
ing the Commission to prepare by Sep-
tember 30 reports on religious freedom,
antidiscrimination policies and prac-
tices in public schools, the crisis
among young African American males,
regulatory obstacles facing minority
entrepreneurs and enforcement of the
Americans with Disabilities Act.

In particular with the religious free-
dom question and as it relates to those
in public schools, as I am not in sup-
port of the religious freedom amend-
ment that is being proposed, one of the
reasons is because I say we do have re-
ligious freedom. We have the first
amendment. Many times the interpre-
tations in our local communities and
public schools are excessive in terms of
not allowing people to worship and to
freely express their commitment to re-
ligion. I hope that this study by the
U.S. Civil Rights Commission will give
us the ammunition that the first
amendment does right, and that those
problems that are isolated throughout
our Nation can be corrected by local
influence.

Then I would simply say that it is ex-
tremely important as I work with

young African American males in this
country and in this community that we
focus on the crises of discrimination
with respect to African American
males. In particular as they travel
about the highways and byways are
they targeted by law enforcement be-
cause of no uncertain reasons. As they
move in and out of neighborhoods, are
they targeted; are they targeted as
they go into the shopping malls of
America? It is extremely important
that we focus on their improvement
and their growth.

Then, Mr. Speaker, I would simply
like to say I hope that the Civil Rights
Commission will help us in explaining
to the American people the crucial and
viable importance of renewing the
Voter Rights Act of 1965. As late as the
mayoral election in 1997, when Lee P.
Brown ran in Houston, Texas, we found
a circumstance of voter rights viola-
tion, of adding people to the rolls, of
adding votes to the compilation that
people who had not even voted, of accu-
sations and charges circling around the
question of race. We are delighted that
he was elected, but we realize that
there are problems. The latest congres-
sional races in Texas we also saw dis-
crimination and voter intimidation.

Barbara Jordan, when she was in this
body, had the pleasure of amending the
Voter Rights Act of 1965 to include lan-
guage minorities. We saw the tragedy
of the Loretta Sanchez intimidation
process. I truly believe that we are not
ready to eliminate the Voter Rights
Act that was passed in 1965. The Civil
Rights Commission in its duties will
have the responsibility and the obliga-
tion to document voter rights viola-
tions and will require us, I think, to
have the basis, to have the documenta-
tion necessary to hopefully have a vig-
orous and serious debate on the impor-
tance of renewing the Voter Rights
Act.

I would simply close, Mr. Speaker, by
saying one thing in conclusion related
to this whole process of court appoint-
ments which I spoke about earlier.
Tragically we find that the criticism of
Judge Massiah-Jackson dealt with pos-
sible vulgarities which I have no
knowledge of and soft on crime. I will
say that she was noted as giving some
of the highest sentences of any judge.

I think the important point is we
wonder about what has been said by
judges of years past still on the bench
in the deep South when vulgarities
were talked about by various judges as
it related to those civil rights workers
and African Americans who were press-
ing forward for their rights. With that
I would say that it is important that
the Civil Rights Commission continues
to monitor these violations and hope-
fully that it will give us the momen-
tum to renew the Voter Rights Act
that needs to be renewed.

The Commission that we seek to reauthor-
ize here today was created in 1957, at a time
in our nation’s history when the notion of uni-
versal civil rights was still in doubt. Even
though just over two scores later, we have

made great strides in the area of civil rights,
the distance we still have to travel is nonethe-
less significant. Therefore, Mr. Speaker, I rise
in support of H.R. 3117 and the reauthoriza-
tion of the Civil Rights Commission.

While I certainly support the reauthorization
of this Commission, I have some serious
questions about both the language of this bill
and the delays that this reauthorization action
has faced thus far in the legislative process. In
particular, some of the restrictions on the pur-
view of the Commission in language of this bill
concern me greatly. The reduction in length of
Commissioners’ terms and the short duration
of this reauthorization bill seem to reflect a di-
minishing regard for civil rights in this Con-
gress.

As is often the case in a serious discussion
about civil rights, I return to the famous legal
phrase of ‘‘Where there’s a right, there’s a
remedy.’’ There is absolutely a right for Ameri-
cans to be free from infringement upon their
civil rights. When these rights are violated, vic-
tims are entitled to a remedy. The Commis-
sion on Civil Rights provides one such rem-
edy. The Commission investigates charges of
civil rights violations, collects information on
voting rights, monitors law enforcement activi-
ties, and educates the public on civil rights
issues. It is also imperative that we renew the
Voting Rights Act when it is up for renewal
next year. Last night in a special order we
celebrated the 33rd anniversary of the Selma
March which was held so that every American
citizen can exercise his right to vote. We must
renew the Voting Rights Act of 1965. Why are
we not supporting these efforts with every
possible resource?

We should not allow ideological differences
over issues such as affirmative action to cloud
the debate over this particular bill. Of course,
I believe that the very fact that the existence
of discrimination exists to the extent that this
Commission is still so necessary evidences
the need for continued affirmative action. How-
ever, whatever your perspective, the positive
activities of this Commission cannot be over-
looked.

The Commission has had some organiza-
tional and managerial issues that it is currently
remedying. We cannot allow administrative
problems to overshadow the substantive good
work accomplished by the Commission on
Civil Rights. Attempts to distract our focus
from the investigatory and educational accom-
plishments of the Commission are rooted in ei-
ther an opposition to, or an apathy about,
equal civil rights for all Americans.

This bill contains provisions directing the
Commission on Civil Rights to complete cer-
tain reports. I will be particularly interested in
the results of the studies on the crisis con-
fronting young African American males, fair
employment law enforcement, and regulatory
obstacles facing minority entrepreneurs. In
light of all of these things, with my points of
hesitancy duty noted, I still support this reau-
thorization initiative, so that our tomorrows
might be brighter than our yesterdays.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I strongly sup-
port the United States Commission on Civil
Rights, and support this bill to reauthorize the
Commission. However, I am concerned that,
while the legislation places deadlines for re-
porting, the Commission remains underfunded
and without the resources necessary to com-
plete its many essential functions.



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H1257March 18, 1998
Congress has consistently appropriated

funds to the Commission below the Presi-
dent’s authorization request, leaving the Com-
mission year after year with inadequate re-
sources to carry out its directive of investigat-
ing charges of citizens deprived of their civil
rights, monitoring the enforcement of Federal
civil rights laws, and serving as a national
clearinghouse for information related to dis-
crimination. With no specified funding level,
the proposed legislation increases the possibil-
ity that Congress will continue its pattern of
underfunding an important and critical compo-
nent of this Nation’s goal of eliminating dis-
crimination in all its ugly forms.

Moreover, there is no indication that the Ma-
jority is prepared to support increased funding
for the Commission as requested in the FY
1999 Budget. In fact, in its Estimates and
Views on the 1999 Budget, the Majority re-
mains noncommittal on the appropriateness of
the President’s request of $11 million funding
request. However, each year, the Congress
continues to underfund the Commission. Last
year, the Commission requested $11 million,
but was only appropriated $8.75 million.

While increased congressional oversight
over the Commission may be warranted, it is
irresponsible for the Committee to place addi-
tional burdens on the Commission and yet
continue to overlook the need for full funding
of the Commission. It is an unnecessary and
intrusive requirement to have the Commission
constantly under the obligation of responding
to the many requests made by the Majority,
but without any provision for the funds nec-
essary to perform its duties effectively.

The Majority has consistently focused on
the problems associated with enforcement of
our civil rights laws and insists that discrimina-
tion is no longer the problem it was 30 years
ago. However, there is no question that the
need for the Commission is greater than ever
before. Discrimination continues to be a per-
sistent problem in American society, and the
role of the Civil Rights Commission plays a
crucial part in fighting it. Instead of continually
scrutinizing perceived defects in remedies to
discrimination, we need to examine the per-
sistent, invidious, intractable and often dis-
guised nature of race and gender discrimina-
tion that is an undeniable fact in America
today. This is what the U.S. Commission on
Civil Rights was established to do, and Con-
gress has an obligation to provide it with the
necessary resources to do so.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
MCINNIS). The question is on the mo-
tion offered by the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. CANADY) that the House
suspend the rules and pass the bill,
H.R. 3117, as amended.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the bill,
as amended, was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.
f

LOBBYING DISCLOSURE TECH-
NICAL AMENDMENTS ACT OF 1997

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, I move to suspend the rules and

pass the Senate bill (S. 758) to make
certain technical corrections to the
Lobbying Disclosure Act of 1995.

The Clerk read as follows:
S. 758

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE AND REFERENCE.

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as
the ‘‘Lobbying Disclosure Technical Amend-
ments Act of 1997’’.

(b) REFERENCE.—Whenever in this Act an
amendment or repeal is expressed in terms of
an amendment to, or repeal of, a section or
other provision, the reference shall be con-
sidered to be made to a section or other pro-
vision of the Lobbying Disclosure Act of 1995.
SEC. 2. DEFINITION OF COVERED EXECUTIVE

BRANCH
OFFICIAL.

Section 3(3)(F) (2 U.S.C. 1602(3)(F)) is
amended by striking ‘‘7511(b)(2)’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘7511(b)(2)(B)’’.
SEC. 3. CLARIFICATION OF EXCEPTION TO LOB-

BYING
CONTACT.

(a) CERTAIN COMMUNICATIONS.—Section
3(8)(B)(ix) (2 U.S.C. 1602(8)(B)(ix)) is amended
by inserting before the semicolon the follow-
ing: ‘‘, including any communication com-
pelled by a Federal contract grant, loan, per-
mit, or license’’.

(b) DEFINITION OF ‘‘PUBLIC OFFICIAL’’.—Sec-
tion 3(15)(F) (2 U.S.C. 1602(15)(F)) is amended
by inserting ‘‘, or a group of governments
acting together as an international organiza-
tion’’ before the period.
SEC. 4. ESTIMATES BASED ON TAX REPORTING

SYSTEM.
(a) SECTION 15(a).—Section 15(a) (2 U.S.C.

1610(a)) is amended—
(1) by striking ‘‘A registrant’’ and insert-

ing ‘‘A person, other than a lobbying firm,’’;
and

(2) by amending paragraph (2) to read as
follows:

‘‘(2) for all other purposes consider as lob-
bying contacts and lobbying activities only—

‘‘(A) lobbying contacts with covered legis-
lative branch officials (as defined in section
3(4)) and lobbying activities in support of
such contacts; and

‘‘(B) lobbying of Federal executive branch
officials to the extent that such activities
are influencing legislation as defined in sec-
tion 4911(d) of the Internal Revenue Code of
1986.’’.

(b) SECTION 15(b).—Section 15(b) (2 U.S.C.
1610(b)) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘A registrant that is sub-
ject to’’ and inserting ‘‘A person, other than
a lobbying firm, who is required to account
and does account for lobbying expenditures
pursuant to’’; and

(2) by amending paragraph (2) to read as
follows:

‘‘(2) for all other purposes consider as lob-
bying contacts and lobbying activities only—

‘‘(A) lobbying contacts with covered legis-
lative branch officials (as defined in section
3(4)) and lobbying activities in support of
such contacts; and

‘‘(B) lobbying of Federal executive branch
officials to the extent that amounts paid or
costs incurred in connection with such ac-
tivities are not deductible pursuant to sec-
tion 162(e) of the Internal Revenue Code of
1986.’’.

(c) SECTION 5(c).—Section 5(c) (2 U.S.C.
1604(c)) is amended by striking paragraph (3).
SEC. 5. EXEMPTION BASED ON REGISTRATION

UNDER LOBBYING ACT.
Section 3(h) of the Foreign Agents Reg-

istration Act of 1938 (22 U.S.C. 613(h)) is
amended by striking ‘‘is required to register

and does register’’ and inserting ‘‘has en-
gaged in lobbying activities and has reg-
istered’’.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. CANADY) and the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. SCOTT) each
will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. CANADY).

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent that all
Members may have 5 legislative days
within which to revise and extend their
remarks on S. 758.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Florida?

There was no objection.
Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Speak-

er, I yield to myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Speaker, S. 758 the Lobbying Dis-
closure Technical Amendments Act of
1997 addresses several technical issues
which have been raised during the ini-
tial months of implementation of the
Lobbying Disclosure Act of 1995.

Once the Lobbying Disclosure Act
was implemented by the Clerk of the
House and the Secretary of the Senate,
several minor problems with the lan-
guage of the statute became apparent.
The offices of the Clerk and the Sec-
retary have sought to interpret the
Lobbying Disclosure Act with respect
to these problems in accordance with
the original intent of the law, but this
technical corrections bill is necessary
to clarify the language of the Act to
ensure compliance with the Act’s origi-
nal intention.

In 1996, the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. FRANK) and I sponsored
similar legislation, H.R. 3435, which
passed the House under suspension of
the rules by voice vote. A dispute over
one of the provisions contained in the
bill precluded that bill from passing in
the Senate in the last Congress. Except
for the removal of this section and one
other, the language contained in S. 758
is identical to H.R. 3435. The amend-
ments made by S. 758 will strengthen
what is already widely viewed as a sig-
nificant and successful law.

The Lobbying Disclosure Act of 1995
was the first substantive reform in the
laws governing lobbying disclosure
since the Federal Regulation of Lobby-
ing Act of 1946. This reform was nec-
essary due to the Supreme Court’s nar-
row construction of the 1946 law. That
construction came in the case of
United States v. Harriss, which effec-
tively eviscerated the 1946 act.

In the fall of 1995, the House passed
this landmark legislation in identical
form to the Senate-passed language.
This enabled passage of the bill by the
Congress and sent it directly to the
President. We were thus responsible for
the first meaningful lobbying disclo-
sures legislation in over 40 years.

The bill before us today simply clari-
fies various technical issues arising
from that landmark legislation. Sec-
tion 2 of the bill clarifies the definition
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